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DETAILED ACTION 

This is in response to tine Applicant's response filed on May 6, 2008. Claims 1 - 
15 and 29 - 31 , where Claims 1 , 29, and 30 are in independent form, are presented for 
examination. 

Claim Objections 

Applicant has failed to respond to the claim objection of Claim 30 . Examiner 
maintains his objection to Claim 30 since it is identical to Claim 29. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on May 6, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicant argued: 

a) Regarding Claims 1.14. 29. and 30 . Saito does not disclose of a "method 
to generate a group of entities from a plurality of participating entities." 

b) Regarding Claims 1.14. 29. and 30 . Saito does not disclose of "one of 
said participating entities expressing by indication which others of said 
participating entities they wish to meet." 

c) Regarding Claims 1. 14. 29. and 30 , Saito does not disclose of "selecting 
to the a first member of the group an entity which has indicated at least 
one other of said participating entities it wishes to meet." 

d) Regarding Claims 1.14. 29. and 30 . Saito does not disclose of "adding a 
new entity to the group by selecting said new entity from the set of 
indications of the last member added to the said group." 
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e) Regarding Claim 2 . Saito does not disclose that "the set of indications of 
an entity are the set of other entities that said entity indicated it is 
interested in meeting." 

f) Regarding Claim 15 . it is not well known to one skilled in the art at the time 
of the invention, in view of Saito, that "members of a group or community 
can be corporations or a combination of corporations and people." 

Additionally, Applicant suggests that the "key element that differentiates 
the Applicant's claimed method from the reasoning of a skilled person in 
the art is that the formation of the group of entities comprises corporation 
or a combination of corporations and people is actually for serving specific 
business or personal interest and not for the dissemination of corporate 
knowledge or expertise to be utilized by others." 

g) Regarding Claim 3 . Saito, in view of Mortensen, does not disclose of 
"adding new members until at least one indication of the set of indications 
of the last new member added to said group includes one of the current 
members of the group." 

Additionally, Applicant argues that Saito and Mortensen are not relevant to 
each other and cannot be combined as being obvious. 

h) Regarding Claims 4. 7. and 13 . Saito, in view of Danso, does not disclose 
of "using a look ahead method of choosing which one of the set of 
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indications to clioose from tine last new member where the look ahead 
consist of N generations." 

i) Regarding Claim 12 . Saito, in view of Khayatan, does not disclose that 
"the entities under consideration are already pre-selected for in terms of 
having already indicated a common time and common place to meet." 

j) Regarding Claims 5. 6, 8, 9, 10, and 11 . Saito, in view of Danso, in further 
view of what is commonly known in the art, did not teach the claimed 
limitations. 

Additionally, Applicant suggests that the rejection was inadvertently 
omitted. 

Examiner respectfully disagrees with applicant's assertions. 

1 . With regards to a), Applicant argues the limitation "method to generate a group of 
entitles from a plurality of participating entities" should be based on an Interpretation In 
view of the Applicant's specification (notably Pg. 2, Lines 1-2 and Pg. 3 Lines 17-18). 

First, the Applicant is reminded that although the claims are interpreted in light of 
the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In 
re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPTQ2d 1057 (Fed. CIr. 1993). The claim 
language does not limit the claim in such a way to only be interpreted as suggested by 
the Applicant. 

Secondly, the examiner points out that the pending claims must be "given the 
broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification" [In re Prater, 162 



Application/Control Number: 10/519,234 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2153 

USPQ 541 (CCPA 1969)] and "consistent with the interpretation that those skilled in the 
art would reach" [In re Cortright, 49 USPQ2d 1464 (Fed. Cir. 1999)]. 

Additionally, upon taking the broadest reasonable interpretation of the claims, 
each entity is a participant by having installed the application software on the computer 
allowing the system to perform the desired function of establishing the logical path 
network [Figs. 1 - 5; Col. 3, Lines 45-49]. In conclusion, the cited reference teaches all 
of the claimed limitations. See the prior art rejections below which clearly discuss how 
the prior art reads on the presented claims. 

2. With regards to b), Applicant argues the limitation where "one of said 
participating entities expressing by indication which others of said participating entities 
they wish to meet" should be based the interpretation based on an interpretation in view 
of the Applicant's specification (notably Pg. 2, Line 22 and Pg. 3 Lines 1-2). 

The Applicant's argument is unpersuasive based upon the same reasoning as 
disclosed in Part 1 above. 

Additionally, upon taking the broadest reasonable interpretation of the claims, 
Saito [see Col. 4, Line 34 - Col. 5, Line 62] discloses that one of said participating 
entities (user A) expressing by indication which other of said participating entities 
(creates a message and registers the message on the message database on other 
users on the network on specific subjects) that they wish to meet (that user A is 
interested in communicating with). In conclusion, the cited reference teaches all of the 
claimed limitations. See the prior art rejections below which clearly discuss how the 
prior art reads on the presented claims. 
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3. With regards to c), Applicant argues the limitation where "selecting to be a first 
member of the group an entity which has indicated at least one other of said 
participating entities it wishes to meet" should be based on an interpretation in view of 
the Applicant's specification (notably Pg. 3, Lines 13-15). 

The Applicant's argument is unpersuasive based upon the same reasoning as 
disclosed in Part 1 above. 

Additionally, upon taking the broadest reasonable interpretation of the claims, 
Saito [see Col. 4, Line 34 - Col. 5, Line 62] discloses of selecting to be a first member 
of the group (user B decides to communicate with user A, forming a network 
community) an entity which has indicated at least one other of said participating entities 
it wishes to meet (user B decides to message user A based on an interest in a common 
subject). In conclusion, the cited reference teaches all of the claimed limitations. See 
the prior art rejections below which clearly discuss how the prior art reads on the 
presented claims. 

4. With regards to d). Applicant argues the limitation where "adding a new entity to 
the group by selecting said new entity from the set of indications of the last member 
added to the said group" should be based on an interpretation in view of the Applicant's 
specification. 

The Applicant's argument is unpersuasive based upon the same reasoning as 
disclosed in Part 1 above. 

Additionally, upon taking the broadest reasonable interpretation of the claims, 
Saito [see Col. 6, Lines 13-38] discloses of adding a new entity to the group by selecting 
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said new entity (user B can also transmit the same message to users D and E) from tlie 
set of indications of the last member added to the said group (users D and E who are 
also interested in the same subject as user A). In conclusion, the cited reference 
teaches all of the claimed limitations. See the prior art rejections below which clearly 
discuss how the prior art reads on the presented claims. 

5. With regards to e). Applicant argues the limitation where "the set of indications of 
an entity are the set of other entities that said entity indicated it is interested in meeting" 
should be based on an interpretation in view of the Applicant's specification. 

The Applicant's argument is unpersuasive based upon the same reasoning as 
disclosed in Part 1 above. 

Additionally, upon taking the broadest reasonable interpretation of the claims, 
Saito [see Col. 6, Lines 13-38] discloses that the set of indications of an entity are the 
set of other entities that said entity indicated it is Interested in meeting (user B can also 
transmit the same message to users D and E who are also interested In the same 
subject as user A). 

6. With regards to f). Applicant has challenged the Examiner's assertions of well 
known subject matter in the previous Office action(s) pursuant to the requirements set 
forth under MPEP §2144.03. 

Accordingly, see U.S. Appl. 2002/0023090 [Fig. 7; Para. 0002], where it is shown 
that an entity that joins a group or community can be corporation. The prior art above 
supports that the rejection was properly based upon common knowledge and traverses 
the Applicant's argument above according to MPEP §21 44.03(C). 
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Additionally, Applicant's argument that the limitation where "the key element that 
differentiates the Applicant's method" should be based on an interpretation in view of 
the Applicant's specification (notably Pg. 6, Lines 3-7) is unpersuasive based upon the 
same reasoning as disclosed in Part 1 above. 

Furthermore, Applicant's argument regarding "the key element that differentiates 
the Applicant's method" is also found in the primary reference Saito [Col. 7, Lines 24- 
32]. When the network community space is formed, the common subject is related to a 
specific business, such as being able to execute applications for electronic commerce. 
Therefore, the network community is for "serving a specific business interest." 
7. With regards to g). Applicant argues the limitation where "adding new members 
until at least one indication of the set of indications of the last new member added to 
said group includes one of the current members of the group" should be based on an 
interpretation in view of the Applicant's specification (notably Pg. 3, Lines 19-22). 

The Applicant's argument is unpersuasive based upon the same reasoning as 
disclosed in Part 1 above. 

Furthermore, Saito discloses that the network communities being created consist 
of logical paths created between the plurality of computers [Col. 3, Line 40 - Col. 4, Line 
33]. These computers are essentially connection nodes between each the users of the 
computers [Fig. 1]. Also, the concept of the network community is visualized by 
grouping "nodes" based on common interests which are all connected by these logical 
paths [Fig. 7]. Mortensen discloses of a method of grouping nodal paths into a path set 
for testing purposes [Para. 0013]. The method indicated groups nodal path sets and 
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such a method of creating nodal path sets can also be used to group computers when 
they are also considered as communication "nodes" as indicated in Saito. 

8. With regards to h), Applicant argues the limitation where " using a look ahead 
method of choosing which one of the set of indications to choose from the last new 
member where the look ahead consist of N generations" should be based on an 
interpretation in view of the Applicant's specification (notably Pg. 3, Lines 23-24, Pg. 4, 
Lines 14-17). 

The Applicant's argument is unpersuasive based upon the same reasoning as 
disclosed in Part 1 above. 

9. With regards to i). Applicant argues that the limitation "the entities under 
consideration are already pre-selected for in terms of having already indicated a 
common time and common place to meet" is contrary to the teachings of Mortensen and 
therefore, it is clearly not obvious in light of the teachings of Khayatan. 

Foremost, the combined arts are Saito and Khayatan, not Mortensen and 
Khayatan. There is no reference to Saito regarding what is contrary to combine the 
teachings of Khayatan. Also, Khayatan discloses of pre-selecting a common place 
[Para. 0077; geographic scope] and common time [Para. 0080; when the user indicates 
what time period they are interested in, the appropriate events or activities for the group 
are displayed to the group member]. 

1 0. With regards to j). Applicant does not dispute the rejection stated in Pg. 7-8 of the 
prior action. Examiner did not omit prior art rejections to the stated claims as seen by 
the prior action. 
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Additionally, any argument that can be made by the application is unpersuasive 
based upon the same reasoning as disclosed in Part 1 above. The prior art argument 
has been clarified below without any additional references. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1, 2, 14, 29 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent 6,643,681, invented by Takayuki Saito et al. 
(hereinafter "Saito") 

1 1 . Regarding Claims 1.14. 29. and 30 . Saito discloses a system and method to 
generate a group of entities from a plurality of participating entities [Figs. 1 - 5; Col. 3, 
Lines 45-49; each entity is a participant by having installed the application software on 
the computer allowing the system to perform the desired function of establishing the 
logical path network] comprising: 

one of said participating entities expressing by indication which others of said 
participating entities they wish to meet [Col. 4, Line 34 - Col. 5, Line 62; user A (one of 
said participating entities) creates a message and registers the message on the 
message database on other users on the network on specific subjects (expressing by 
indication which other of said participating entities) that user A is interested in 
communicating with (that they wish to meet)]; 

selecting to be a first member of the group an entity which has indicated at least 
one other of said participating entities it wishes to meet [Col. 4, Line 34 - Col. 5, Line 
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62; selecting to be a first member of tine group (user B decides to communicate with 
user A, forming a network community) an entity which has indicated at least one other 
of said participating entities it wishes to meet (user B decides to message user A based 
on an interest in a common subject)]; 

adding a new entity to the group by selecting said new entity from the set of 
indications of the last member added to said group [Col. 6, Lines 13-38; adding a new 
entity to the group by selecting said new entity (user B can also transmit the same 
message to users D and E) from the set of indications of the last member added to the 
said group (users D and E who are also interested in the same subject as user A)]. 
1 2. Regarding Claim 2 . Saito discloses all the limitations of Claim 1 . Saito further 
discloses that the set of indications of an entity are the set of other entities that said 
entity indicated it is interested in meeting [Col. 6, Lines 13-38; the set of indications of 
an entity are the set of other entities that said entity indicated it is interested in meeting 
(user B can also transmit the same message to users D and E who are also interested 
in the same subject as user A)]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Saito. 
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1 3. Regarding Claim 15 . Saito discloses all the limitations of Claim 1 . Saito does not 
specifically disclose that the entities are corporations or a combination of corporations 
and people. 

It is well known to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention that members 
of a group or community can be corporations or a combination of corporations and 
people. Corporations are business entities that cannot perform any functions unless 
done through the acts of the people that represent and/or control the corporation. It 
would be obvious to one skilled in the art to allow corporations to communicate within 
the network community to exchange information that may be related to commerce done 
through various corporations. Doing so would allow corporate knowledge or expertise 
to be utilized by other corporations and to people. 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito, 
in view of U.S. App. 2003/0208727 A1 filed by Michael Peter Mortensen 
(hereinafter referenced as "Mortensen"). 

14. Regarding Claim 3 . Saito discloses all the limitation of Claim 1 as stated above. 
However, it does not specifically disclose of a grouping system comprising of repeatedly 
adding new members until at least one indication of the set of indications of the last new 
member added to said group includes one of the current members of the group. 

Mortensen discloses of a method, apparatus, and a computer-readable medium 
enabling a computer to perform such method of grouping failed paths of an integrated 
circuit design into failed path sets [Para. 0001 , 0013]. If such node pattern (converted 
failing path) is already part of the node pattern set and no further node patterns are 



Application/Control Number: 10/519,234 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2153 

remaining, the grouping of failed patlis into tlie failed path set is completed [Fig. 5; Para. 
0046 - 0048]. It is also disclosed that not all failing paths need to be considered due to 
the large amount of data [Para. 001 3]. It is obvious to one skilled in the art that the 
verification of whether an entry to a group has already been entered into the group to 
eliminate the redundancy of having duplicate entries of that entity. Furthermore, this 
method can be modified to eliminate the requirement to check for other entries once the 
first redundant entry is found since continuing to sort through all possible paths would 
take up large amounts resources [Para. 0013 and 0014]. This would allow an engineer 
to check each individually grouped failed path created once one repeated failed path is 
found to the engineer can begin on repairing the failed path. In regard to group 
formation, this would allow the members of the group to begin working on a project or 
communicating after a repeated entity is found to quickly begin the task the group was 
created for. 

Claims 4, 7, 13, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Saito, in view of U.S. Appl. 2003/0167344 A1 filed by M. Abdulai 
Danso (hereinafter referenced as "Danso"). 

15. Regarding Claims 4. 7. 13. and 31 . Saito discloses all the limitation of Claims 1 
and 30 as stated above. However, it does not specifically disclose of using a look 
ahead or look back method of choosing which one of the set of indications to choose 
from the last new member where the look ahead or look back consists of N generations. 

Danso discloses of a method of organizing a multifunctional communications 
system beginning at a central entity and expanding further in a pyramidal structure. 
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where the first entity connects with a first group of entities and the entities of the first 
group each are connected to other entities [Para. 0003; Fig. 1]. Danso further discloses 
of the system where there is a predetermined number of communication levels from the 
central node and therefore allowing the system to validate the communication path to 
the last node [Para. 0015; Fig. 2]. This system and method allows a user to look at the 
network beginning at a certain node and determine which interlinking nodes to select to 
form a closed loop, or in the case of the current application a group of entities 
expressing interest in meeting the other [Para. 0015]. This system will also allow a user 
to look at the last node to be included in the group and traced backwards to the 
beginning. It is obvious to one skilled in the art to validate the communication path from 
the initial node to the final node of the group though the interlinking nodes in-between 
them. The predetermined number of levels or entities [Para. 0032] to be included in the 
group can be used to prevent the formation of very large groups and to minimize the 
use of available resources. The look back and look forward will allow any user or entity 
to quickly determine which groups the user-selected nodes or entities are in since not all 
the requested entities will have the same interests. 

16. Regarding Claims 5, 6. 8. 9. 10. and 1 1 , Saito, in view of Danso, discloses all the 
limitations of Claims 1 , 4, and 7 as stated above. Danso further discloses of creating 
groups consisting of members from a prior set of affiliated entities [Para. 001 5]. Saito or 
Danso does not specifically disclose that a group formed with N generations will consist 
of a new member and all the entities from the prior generation (N - 1 ). 
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It is well known in the art that a group formed with N generations will consist of a 
new member and all the entities from the prior generation (N - 1 ) particularly within the 
communication and networking environments disclosed in Saito and Danso. Likewise, it 
is also well known in the art that the formation of such a group, which traces through 
interconnected entities or nodes where there is a limit on the number entities or nodes 
within a communication group, can combine both look forward and look back 
approaches to find the one entity that closes the network loop and completes the group. 
Again, using the look back and look forward feature will allow any user or entity to 
quickly determine which groups the user-selected nodes or entities are in. Furthermore, 
if one particular entity is one that was commonly traced with either the look back, look 
forward, or combined functions, it satisfies the Danso criteria of creating the group. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Saito, in view of Application 2002/0141560 A1, filed by Media Khayatan and 
Anders Isven (liereinafter referenced as "Kliayatan"). 

1 7. Regarding Claim 12 . Saito discloses all the limitation of Claim 1 as stated above. 
Saito does not specifically disclose that the entities under consideration are already pre- 
selected for in terms of having already indicated a common time and a common place to 
meet. 

Khayatan discloses that the entities under consideration are already pre-selected 
for in terms of having already indicated a common time [Para. 0080; allows individuals 
to indicate what time period periods they are interested in] and a common place to meet 
[Para. 0077; determine what geographical scope the group will have]. It would have 
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been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the application was filed to use 
common time and common place to meet to be considered to determine if one entity is 
viable as a group member. This would allow location and time of specific meetings to 
be incorporated within the group formation, which are essential to certain group 
activities. 

Conclusion 

Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular figures, columns, line numbers, 
and/or paragraphs in the references applied to the claims above for the convenience of 
the applicant. Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings of the 
art and are applied to specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and 
figures may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing 
responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part 
of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art 
disclosed by the Examiner. 

In the case of amending the claimed invention. Applicant is respectfully 
requested to indicate the portion(s) of the specification which dicate(s) the structure 
relied on for proper interpretation and also to verify and ascertain the metes and bounds 
of the claimed invention. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Contacts 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tae K. Kim, whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1979. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday (8:00 AM - 5:00 PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenton B. Burgess, can be reached on (571 ) 272-3949. The fax phone 
number for submitting all Official communications is (703) 872-9306. The fax phone 
number for submitting informal communications such as drafts, proposed amendments, 
etc., may be faxed directly to the examiner at (571 ) 270-2979. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at (866) 217-9197 (toll-free). 
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/Glenton B. Burgess/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2153 



